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Current foriiAa fundlnq pra€t4«is in 'tbp igath^rAtf 
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Ona of the^most widely otte^worke on formula funding for public post- 



fOroitJLA FUMDING IN SREB STATES ^ 1 , ^ * ^ 

Th« InctMilng crapetltlon lor etata approprlatlans and ,fche atablllilng 
' ^ \ ■ ^ ' ■ . ' 

6t .hlghar •ducafclon «nrollqi#nti have halghtjined lnt«r@«t in Kow hlghtr fdu^ 

cation may ba funded In Che futura» Especially in the Southpdtftiere aQ^natiy 

of tha^jptatai tta ualn| fottqula proceiaas, f fgpiula funding ls^^)|^d to an 

oncological atarting point foif modifying axlstlng funding ayat^^r t& fit a 

Qaw aat of conditions in higher education. 

aecondary education is the 19/4 University of Tenneaiee dissertation, "A 
Cofiiparatlve Analysis of the ExllBting Budget Formulas Used for Justifying 
Budget Requests or Allocating Fynds for the Operating Expenses of State- 
SupportiBd Collogos a^4^nlvpraidie$p" by Francis Groas* Gross' data are 
baaed on the 1972-73 or tn^ 1973^74 academic yearsj .and at least four years 
hav^e passod Rin^B his thformation has been updatedi 

The purpoaea of this SREB exajninatlon of formula funding practices In 
the South are to descrlb& the current practices and to indicate where they 
seem to^ be heading in tennB of futuire funding techniques- The formula 
processes are Gxamlned by comparing the formulae across statea. No attempt 
is made to co.mpara Btatcs uBlng funding formulas with states choosing not 
to use them. It sliould be remembered that while 12 of the 14 SREB states 
use formulas as a funding meclianlsm, only 13 of tjhe remaining 36 states 
did so, as of 1974. In short, the ef f ectivaneas ;of formulas is not aasesaed 
in this study. 



sPhm fiporfc It divided inwp.tm aea^oi^s* f^rst doterlboo currant 

Iqraula funding aystms In thai 12 SREB states which uie ' formulas . The 
saadhd P^^^ dagcrlbea tha' dhanasa that hava occurrad i/n itha formulaa of 
aach stata sinca 1973-74. A sh'^rt assay following the second seotlots 
amlnts thasa changas and their jsosslbla Impllaatlons for. future funding 
procaases. / 

The study Is baaed Infoi^tion shared with SREB by the financial 
offlQars of tha Bt4ta-l^el agaiclea in aach of the 12 SREB states, Thtf 
data are. for the 1977-78 academic year. In addition, the state-level fl-;^ 
nanclal offleera yera consultedL as necessary, to clarify application of 
the formula systems and the nature of changes since 1974, In each state, 
the 1977-78 formulas ware compared to the 1973-74 formulas as repprted by . 
Gross* Preliminary drafts of the analysas were shared with financial 
officers for their connnents and contributions. - * 



Current Funding Foraulas in the SREB States _ . 

Tables A through F dascribe the funding foraulas used by thi 12 formula 
funding states In the SREB region. North Carolina and West Virginia do not 
use formulas as definek in this study* The. descriptions consist of three 
kinds. First, the formulas are describad in taras .of the numbers and kinds 
of items that are treated as sapajcat© and distinct. Fl^e basic items or 
functions *are analyEed: instruction, academic support, general administra- 
tion and general institutional,, libraries, and plant oparatlon and mainte» 
nance. Attention la also given to the ways in which other^ itrais, such as 



d«partmental reiaarch, public servlQe and student services are fitted Into 
ths foraula pro^ass in each of the states. In most cases , these items arj| 
treated as part of \ one of the five basic Items* 

Table A shows whether the states treat each' of tlie Items aeparately 
or In combination with another formula item, tablea B through F detail the 

ways in which each of the d#patate formula items Is funded. The description 

* ' \ — 

parallels the analysis by Gvo^^ and is in three parts. The first part con- 

earns the base of the formula, or^^he measure or indicator that varies from 

institution to Institution.' The baad^vmay be credit hours, enrollment, square 

■ ■ \ ^ 

feet,, ate, and provides the variable that "drives" the rest of the process* 

Because, it varies, the base is reaponalble for the resulting funding differ^ 

ences across institutions. 

The second part of the analysis of each separate fomula item within a 
state Is-the formula coefficient or the' "fixed factor*"" The coefficient 
does not vary and is mathematically ^related to the base, in some cases by a 
dollar .or a percentage rate pat base unitp The prpduct of the coefficient 
and the number, of base unite . is the level of funding for a given item. 

The ^third kind o^ description is of the ways in which the formula item 
is differentiated to account for the varying funding requlrMents (of dif- 
ferent institutions) caused by variation in programs, student types, kinds 
of instruction, categories of space, siEe\f the student body or instltutlonflp 
and so on. The degree of differentiation of a formula indicates the extent 
to which the fomula succeeds in recognizing, and* explicitly funding, 
inatitutlonal variation. ^ , 



* _ , ■ * 

Chaosfs In thm Formulae from 1974 to 1978 / 

-* ■ ' - .. * f . 

The^sdQO^ section Hats the major changea In the formulas In aaeh 

thm 12 atatss over the period from 1973-74 to 1977-78 (Table G) * The ehang©^ 



are classified as to whether they signify a move toward more oomplaKlty or 
comprehensiveness on the one hand, or to less complexity. | , 

while the primary purpose of the study was to update dpscriptions of 



f 



the formula processes and identify changes since 1973-74, Tt should be use^- 
ful to attempt an overall profile describing the general direction jof the , 
changes in the formulae of the individual states. The following findings 

are listed i ' - 

J 

1« Two atates, Georgia and Louisiana, experienced little or 
no change ^ .1 I j 

2. One state, Floridaj had changea in its formula that may 

' ' I- 

' be describe^ as moving toward less compleklty^ 

1 ■ 

3. Three states, Arkansas, South Carolina, and Tennessee, 
had changea in their respective fomula processes that 
balanced out in terms of net effect on complexity or 
comprehenslveneaa, . . * 

4. Four states had changes that may be characterised as 
leading to a more comple^x or comprehensive fomula process. 
These states are Alabama, Mississippi, Texas and Virgltala. i 

5- Two states not using formulas on a statewide basis in 1973-74, 
Kentucky and Maryland, had adopted formula funding by 1977-78* 
Some parts of the >taryland higher education system were using 

0 \ ■ 
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f oraulai at ^hat time but not on a lyatenwlda baflST * Bpth tht 
Kgntueky and Maryland formula^ii may ba descrlbsd as *'aompa^atl^ly - 
Gomplesc/eomprenenslvei'- relative to the other statss. 
In st^mary, It appears tha% In the SREB spates i over tns £o^r^year 
period » movemant toward ^mora coisplex or cdmprehenslve formulaa prtdomlnatad • ^ 
> 

Future Dlrectlona for Formula Funding y * 
t Taken as ^ whole » SREB-state funding formulas for higher education 
have g€nsrally Increased In complexity over the past four years. Judging 
descriptions of current uses of formulas and how they have changed, 
^ may be useful to assess possible directions which formula funding might 
'«take in the future and why. 

# 

In this section^ we assume that the future of postsecondary education 
will be Iftfluenced heavily by the stablllzaclonp and perhaps decline, of 
enrollmants and by an envrironment in which states will be more and more 
reluetant to increaee the share of total state revenues going to post-- 
secondary e^catlon. It will be a time when pragram and Institutional growth 
and ^additions will give way to stability and substltiitjion and. In some cases, 
actual n^t retrenclmient* It is reasonable to apsuane that one very strong 
option for funding higher education during this t^ae will continue to be , 
.some form of formula funding* This aisumptlon is based on the premlae that 
the reasons why formulas were developed In the first place-^to foster fair-- 
ness through a clearer rationale in funding individual Inptltutlons and to 
insure a base level of funding for each Institution— are still important i 
no matter how many total dollars are available- In fact, the goals of greater 



6bj60tlvlty and an Insured support may be expected t^beoonie more crucial 
In a time of greater financial preisurat I ' ' ' 

There are at least three ways of examining how fofniulas for funding^ 
might vary In response to the conteKtual changes likely in, the future,^ 
Each of the three responses results In a greater degree of < comprehensive- 
neas or complexity In future foraulas— that Is,, more attention devoted to 
detail, ' . ' / ^ 

First, we examine how formulas may react vto the Increased emphaslSpby 
funders, on accountability or cost-effectiveness, as financial pressures 
Imp Inge on higher edueaCion and It becAmes more ImportaAV^ b^. able to 
show clearly what results have been generated with the funds made available 
Inoreased accountability also means that fund^rs ^11 expect funilng rc^ - 
quests to Include clearer and more data-abased Jus^lf Icatlop / or reasons why 
one program should be funded Instead of another. In these circumstances It 
becomes more important to justify budget requests with greater detail and 
comprehensiveness. 

The mova toward increased justification and the consequent greater 

attention to detail is illustrated In the transition from incremental to \ 

- - ■ - ■> ■ • > 

Eero-based (ZBB) , or program budgeting, being attempted in several states 
and at the federal level. In Incremental budgeting, the base budget is 
assumed to be continued and the key decision concerns how much the total ^ 
sum should be anged , Thatkey to incremental budgeting lies In its tacit 
assumption that the details of the program or the processes being funded do 
not have to be reviewed and justified l^^ach budget cycle. In gero-baaed 
budgeting, all priorities and assumptions mnd their program manifestations 



be •KUined In the budget cyale. No base budget level of funding Is 
Aseuaed^i irhather ptogramm and prograsi proaesses in their past Totm ihould 
be CQntuiuadf given possible new priorities , must be reapp^a^sad each cycle « 
/ . ' The purpose of ^ero-based budgeting (as weU. as of Its ilstar conc^pt'^^ 

Planning, PrpgranoBalngi Budgeting ''Systema) is to maKlnlEe the cost-af f^ctlve^ 

/ \ » ' I ^ 

nes9 of aA Initltutlon (or a state system of postsecondary educaclon) by 

keeping reaou^cea (and ^thelr costi) as directly related as possible to 

valued prograin goals « In this way ZBB seeks to reduce the resources wasted 

(slippage) by ma|;ln| the connection between processes an4 goals more direct t 

To^ do so, the goals of programs , and the Individual procassea leading to 

those goals I must be clearly seen and their contribution to the overall goals 

assessfid, Si^ch careful^ appraisal of the activities which ats presumad to 

lead to goals requires that each individual function or process be judged in 

relation to Its dibtinct role in meeting the overall goals* 

Should the tendency of funders continue to emphasize greater aecountabll 
itys It may be expected that formulas will change to reflect this trend. 
Such chahgas will likely involve further expansion of compifehenslveness and 
detail of formulas, given the need for more carefully justifying the Individ^ 
ual contributions of the separate functions of programs or Institutions. 

A sacond issue to be resolved that might impact on the formul^f undlng 
systems of the statea will be the continued quest, by institutions, for a 
reason^le share of state funds for posts^condary education to nieet their 
Student Instruction, research, and public service goals. In moat cases the 
need for a system to enable more objective or reasonable funding was the 



original reason for states moving to a formula process. This reason pi^omlMS 
to becone even mo^e ImpOTtant ai a motive li^^he years ^head aa funds beGOVia 
mOEe scarce and eompetltlon Intenslflei. I^ieeklng a ^y^a^r share (the 
Institution would say more equitable share) o^^thB total funds available for 
postseaondary educatloni institutions havM had to and wtir have to continue j 
justifying requests on the basis of variations In their make-up calling fo> 
different amounts og resources. The varlatlQn may consist of different 
mixes of academic programs or levels of student atudyi or of research pmphases. 
Whatever the bapls, the instltutioh, as part of the justification process^ 
will have to idontlfy the areas pf variation clearly , compare them to sirollar 
areas In other Institutions* show how and by how much the;^ differ, and how 
funding ehould be altered to conipeneati for these differences* The effect on 
the formula funding process is to iricrease the detail required for justifying 
"fair shares. J 

A third issue could stem from the conviction that funding during tighter 
financial timea must be based on more rational knowledge of the econQmlc 
functioning of higher educational institutions* One new move In the effort 
to understand better how colleges and universities behave econQmlcally Is the 
attention being paid to fundings in part, on a marginal rather than on an 
average cost basis* * 

A program or Institution can bo funded on two different bases— 'One for 

fixed costs (those coats which cannot be changed In the short--runj no matte^' 

how enrollment changes) , and the other for variable costs (those costs that 

can be changed as enrollment changes). The sum of the total fixed and vari-- 

able costs is total cost; divicled by total enrollment it Is the avGrage cost 

« 

8 

lij 



pw 0ttidint« Funding enrollment Inereafei or ddartaiei^i^j^ on thm 

bailp ot an averaglj cost ptr student msentf that institutions rlcdlve for 
etch addltlona^^^A^dent an amount @qual the average cost pair studant 
lot tha base anrQliment), Average cost includea 6oth tha £l^ad and vai|lable 
coa^^^"^eanponentB of the base dbsts applied t^o each additional student in |ha 
aame amount aa to each of the studants In the baea enrollment. 

Several atatea In the nation, howsvarp are laovlng toward ttarglnal cost 
funding, or the prectsfl of funding the tm dlatlnet kinds of . cost bases» 
variable and fixed* Funding enrollaient changea^ on the basis of marginal 
costs meaha that institutions receive for each additional student amount < 
equal to the sum of two separate cslculatlons.. First i the variable ooets 
AtB identified in the base enrollment and an average variable cost per base 
studant figure is generated^ which is then multiplied by the number of new 
students. Second, the. fixed coets are identified In the base period and 
total fixed cost (nut the product of the fixed costs and numbers of new 
enrollment) is added to the product of the average variable coat base figure 
times the number of new students. The result Is a lower average coat per 
student for the group of additional studentSi because only the variable 
cost portion of the base enrollment qopts Is included In the costs of adtied 
enrollment* 

As c^vt be,- demonstrated, funding by marginal costs will limit the in= 
creasti per student during a period of enrollment .growth but will reduce the 
decrOTents in fundiiig.^uring tlines of enrollment decreasea. So it would be 
expected that InatltUfi^o^ whl did not push; the concept of marginal funding 



In thi pAifc 9lg^ 6end to do M Ip tftim tutwm^ as eiir©llm©nts start to di- 
dim. In r«iponee to this move toward mir|lMl funding, one might eMpaot 
(and It Is hsppening In the few states whtr© this Idea 1b being pursuad) 
funders to rsquast greater detail on tha nature of In^tutlonal eoets an^ 
rasourcis, specifically km to whether they act as fixed or as variable costs 
whan enrollment ehangfei. The realisation that various costs In an Institu- 
tion have different functions or relatlonihlps to thi number of atudentB 
sfltrved would mean that the functions shouid analyEed sdparately and 
funded Individually. The formula would have to becotne more complex as Items 
are Identified that requite different bases on which to relate costs* 
Instriictlori may continue to bsi baaed on enrollment but| if marginal costing 
Ifl to be used (and It Is to the institution' b advantage that it be. used 
during a time of decreasing enrollmentB) , then the fixed costs will have to'' 
be identified separatbiy and funded on other footlnga which reflect this 
"fixed" nature* ^Such resVpnSQjrf may lead to increaalng compleKlty; of formulas 
again In reaction to the tightening financial altuatlon. ^ 
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salary base (rate includei 
general administration and 
all other edueatlanal and 
ganeral non- instructional 
galary cost Items) 



Two typgj of Initicucloni ' 
by size (4^000 and over; 
below 4,000) 
, iff 

Three ranges of student- 
enrollment In each group 
* (detennlning dollar fate) 



Pereenta|e of Instrueclortal Pereentage rates determi, 
t^tal by ilEe of FTE inrellriu 

(higher enrollment, ssaiip 
-i percintagi) 



fURYLAND (Continuid) 
SCudint itrvlcii 



Table D (Continuid) 
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
(Includes student services unless Indicated otherwisa) 



BASE 



FORMULA FACTOR 



Prejicted FTE^studencs 



Dollar rate per PTE student 
plui CQnitant total 
applied to ill lnstitu= 
Elena 



I 



DIFFERENTI ATION 



Decreasing dollar "rate pgr FTE 
student as enrollment 
incriasii 



HISSISSIPPI 



SOUTH CAROLINA 



Formula^generaCed educaClonal^ 
and general'^ Cotal 



Formulti^generated inHCpecional 



Pefcentagi of base total 
(general administration Is 
pare of chi compOilte Item; 
"other institutlpnal coitl," 
which includes all other 
It^ms excipt Initructlon) 

Percs^tagt of baai (general ad^ 
mlnistratibn part of coffipoalte 
item Including extension and 
public sefvlci and Or|anliid 
actlvitiis) 



A 

r 



TENNESSEE 
Qenerai administration 



Formula-genef ated educational 
and general total 



Pefcentage of total expenditures D^criasing percentage rates 



plus constant total appliad 
to all insEltutldnfi 



as iizi of initltutlsnal 
budget ineriasiff 



Studfnt services 



Projicced headrnunt prudent? 



Dollar rate per headeount 
student 



TEXAS 

Gener^I^dmlnistration 



Previous fall's headcount 
students 



Decreasing dollar rates par ^ 
student (plus) parcantap 
of past year's educational 
and general appropriations 
minus genefal adminletra- 
tion and student services 
(plus) 

Percentage of pait year's 
sponsored research funds 



(a) Two types of instltutloni 

by size (4|000 and over; 
below 4i000) 

(b) Threa rangii of enrQllfflent 

in each group (deter- 
mining dollar rate) 



Cenerai Institutional 



Prevloui year's student credit 
hours 



Dollar rates per credit hour 



Four ranges of student credit 
hours (detertninlng different 
dollar fates) 



VI&CIKIA 



tobef of FTE teaching and 
riitarch instructional positions 



.Position ratios 
races 



(tlffiis) salary (a) Threa typei of Inititfltiona 
(b) Three kinds of ptrsflnnel 

(classified; teaching and 
raiaarch; admlnistfatlon) 



EKLC 



1 



9 



• ARXAHSAS 
Gtaeril 

opiritlan 

Ifflproviraent 



FLORIDA 
Fetasnngl and 
operation 



Oolite t long 



BASE 



Table E 
kiBRMIES . 

fWla factor 



BrojeQted annuil etudenc credit 
houri (unweighted) " ■ 



DIFFIRENTIATION 



Dollar ratis per credit hour 



Projeetid studint eridlt hours Dollar ratts pit credit hour 



(a) Five studint levels 

(b) Two Eypii of Institutions 



Four student livels 



Formula-ginarated total for 
giniril library opsEatloni 

Mbif of volumg deflelencles 



Total iiufflber of academic 
positions 



1) Niid for volumei ai influ- 
incid by nufflber of doctoral 
and maater-s programs, and 
number of PTE faeulty and 
atudents (Washington State 
formula) 



Percentagi of\basi 



Pgrcentage of base (tiinei) dollar 
rati pir ygluffle 



Percentage that institution's numbir 
of academic positions la of total 
Bystemwlde poaitlons (timii) total 
iyiCem fundin| avallible for library 
piridnnel and ixpen^e 

Perctntage of total iyitemwldi funds 
availabli for collectioni ^i^th the 
percentage detirminid ^by th^ 
proportion that the netdi and dt- 
ficlinciis of the inititutisn are 
of the total eyitiffl-s fieids and ■■ 
def icieneles. 



(plus) 

2) Existing eoUeetion deficlen- Base funding for all Institutions 
cles as determined by atan- 

dardi in tha Washington State 
fonaula 



GEORGIA 



IllNTUaff 



LOUISIANA 



Formula^generited totals for In- 
struction, risearch, public 
Sirylci and e^tinsion 

Pravlous year^i total studant 
crsdit hours 

Instructional salarias % 



Ftrcentage rate of 'base 



Dollar rates per student ef^dlt 
hour 

Ovirhiid indeK 



Six student lm%U 



Libraries Included in eofflpositi 
category of ^nQn-lnstructlonal 
Items 
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Table 1 (Continuid) 
LIBRARIES 



BASE 



FOmmtAQTOR 



Proiected toUl student credit CoiE ptr wiighted( eridlt hours 



hsuri 



Pormula-ienefated EiiG total ^ 



Fotmuli-generated instfue° 
tional total 

Projeetid studenE credit hours 

Pravious= year's student Qredlt 
hours 



Percertagg of baie (included 
with eomposlte all other 
non-lnstructional coat Item) 



Per Mintage of baie )(part of 
(composite Itim) 

Dollar ratao per base 

Dollar rates pif base 



DIFFERENTIATION 



(a) student layels ■ 
W InBtltutional enrollmint 

Llbrarlas Ineluded In a c-oinpositi 
cate|ory of IniGltutional eost^ 
othif thin fsf instruction, 
risearchf or eKteniion Csiparate 
appropriation far isproviment) 



Five Bfufient lavels 
Four itudint levela 



jProJeeted FTE enrollment and 
' PTE faculty 



Position ratios 



(a) Thfii types of inititutions 

(b) Spiclal iuldelines for 

reiearch unlviraitles^basad 
on the staffing of a 
ipecifiad group of eimllar 
initiCuCions 



Volume standards 
'(Voigt formula) 



Dollar rate par voluine 



2L 



BASE 



Tabli F 

PLANT- OPERATION AND MAINTpANCE 



FORMUtA FACTOR 



DIFFERINTIATIOS 



ALAWtt , ' 
Hiintenanei & custodial Gross square foocage 



Utllitifs 



AKKANSAS 
Building iiintinanoe 



Cuacodlal 
FLORIDA 



GEORGIA 

Cuacodlal h general 
ailntenanc€ 

Groundg 



LOUISIANA 



Grois squire footage 



ToCsl replacemenc costs 
(dollar rati tlmei 
squirt footige) 



Dollar rate pgr baee 

Historical dollar rate piir bale 
nis| Inflation rate 



Pifcgntage rata of basi 



TotaXil^re feet of bldgs. Dollar rati par basi 

/Totil plant O&M ixptndlEiires Par cent age of basi 
according to standards 
. for each of five functions 
(bapid on Texas POM formula) V 



Total square footage 
Grois square footage 



Dollar rate per baee 
Dollar rati per baai 



Total acrts of landscaping Dollar rate per base 
and paving 

InetrucCloTtal ialariii ^ Compoaite overhead IndeK 



(a) Nine functional classes 

(b) Thrti eonatruetlon typea 

(c) Alr-condiclsnid or not 

\ 

Five functions j Including 
geniral iirvicei, groundii 
building iervlciij 
security k jiiirtinanci 



Three eategorisa of apace 



POM Included in ooiapoelte 
category of non-instructional 
items 



NAITIJ^D I 
, Public safety 



Projected PTE students 



Dollar rate pir studint plus 
QdnBCant dollar aiount 



Optration and ffialnttngnce Gr^si square feei: 

maintained 



Dollar rate per baee 
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Table F (CQnEinued) 
PLAIfr OPERATION AND MINTENANCE 



JASL 



[ISSISSIPPl 



Foifmula^genefated E&G 
total 



Perc^nCage of base (included 
with composite "all oEher 
non-iniCfuctloTial EOSt% 
itetni) ' 



POM is included In a.coBboalCe 
categofy of Instltutl^al 
COSES other than for initfue- 
cloni reaearchp or exttnsion 



Opfritipn & mtlntenaiice 



Ulilttlis 

Bmissii 

OpdffttiPn b malntenenco 



. millties 

tXAS 
General servlceg 



luildtng maintenance 
Cuitddlal iifvlcei 

Ofounds Ralncgnanco 



Avefage of previous thrge 
year's expenditures 



Percentage increaBe of base 



Laet year^B expenditures Annual percentage Increase 



Square feet of educational 
buildings 

Aetual usage 



Average dollar rate per base 



Expgeted dollar rates 



FTE students and imployeeSi Salary rates and percentages 

building replacefflinE costs of ba§G 

Building feplaceinent costs Dollaf tate per base 

Total gross Bquarq feet of Dollar rate per base 
buildings \ 

I 

Total acras of grounds * total Salary rate^ and percentages 

peflmeterB of buildings of bases 
and headcounE enrollfflent 



Incroasi could be adjuitid to . 
refleEt a growth of building 
space at a rate greater than 
growth of enrollffiint \ 

Satni as. operation and niaintenance 



six typei of btdldinga 



1K6INIA 
Pirtonnel 



Projected aBalgnable aquare RnClofi of existing POM gtaff to 
feet oaglgnable squari* feet ' 



ERIC 
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Tible G 
CllANGISjROM FIT 74 TO FY 78 



Mqx^ CottprghaiiilVBnaga and/of Cggplexlty 



AUBAMA Saparacid ItmB for deparcniental regearch and 

, Instriictlpn 



Lisf CofflpliKlty 



Ceibined building main^anance and custodial 
services Into' one iteni, ^ 



ARKANSAS 



Added a ieparace dollar' rate per cfedlE hour ' 
t.Qt fundlnl Evo^year college libraries 

EstabUihid an aconsmloe of scales SGrles oi dollqr 
ratii pir student for thi general adininiitration 
and .student services function 

FOfiiUla for faculty lalaries ehanpd txam 
dollar rate p6r itudent credit hQur IndeSfiS' 
to faculty workload Indicators and salary 




Faculty salaries fonAila Is now dlfferinCiat^d 
by only siK student\leveli; in FY 74, 16 
diaclplines and four itudent leveli were 
CDfiildgfed. 



FLORIDA 



ClORGiA 



KENTUCKY 



|iQ ehflngo alnce FY Ih 
Not on fBrmula In FY 74 



Formula for Jlbrary periOnnil and expenaai now* 
based on an institution's nuaber of academic , 
pOSlElona and the prDportlon this nuiiiber ii of 
the total pogltiQng in the aysteiiii Thr personnel 
formula was baaed on a mixture of projected 
inrollifiintSi volumas to be procisBidi and 
library PTE p't^sitlons. 

Forniula for geniral adfBinistrntinn And ^pnefal 
eKpenae now baeed on m institution's number of 
acadenilc positions and what proportion this number 
iu of the tot^l posltlens in the system* This 
Iteni used to be funded ag a dollar fat^ per 
adadutnic position. 



lOUlSIANA No change alnce H 74 



MARYLAND ' Not on statQwlde formula in FY 
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Tablg G (Continued) 
CmQlB FROM FY 74 TO FY 78 



MISSISSIPPI 



SOUTH CAROLTNA 



Hofg^ Cjiogreh enslvinejg jnd/ Qr C offlglejC l ty _^ 



Faculty salafles now analysed by 25 dliclpilnaty 
arePi three sEudGnt levelB and three klnde of 
InstiCutipna; in FY 74 only three student 
l^Vila w€r€ used 



Eetsbllshod a new Itetii for' utilities, 
aepafAtlng thorn ffom other plant opeMting 
tosts 



_ LggB Ceniplexlty 



Faculty salaries fgrmul^a now baaed on past yiaf 'i 
etudent credit hsurij baied on pfojictid PTE 
enrollments In FY 74 * 

FacuiEy salaries. now fixed to a cost fJer'stuiinC 
credit hour rather than workload fictsra 
lultiplled by salary ratei , ^ 

Merged extension and t^ubUc iervlci iteia wUth thi 
coniposlce ites for general adrainiitra^ioni 
pneral ip^^dtutional, and organized sctlvltlea 
relttcdd to edueaElsnal departtBents, ThiSi had 
' been two separate Items, 



TENNESSEE 



Establiehed a. separate' category for unllitieg 
based on aCEual usage* Utilities hAtI been 
Included in a tDCal plant operatlgn and 
Minteftfliice caCegofy related to a rate per 
aqua^ro foot factor 



Continuing education ind remedial education are n 
longer included aa separate student levels in 
the formulaB for instruction and llbrarliB, 



Continuing pduuiillon 1,h now included in th^ publi 
service fDmjlai 



TEXAS 



The following itmB were added aa Huparate forniiila 
Items, having been funded on a progr^ij^ basis In 
FY 74; general insEltiitionai c^Kpenge^ eammunity 
service md continuing' education, physical plant 
general iervlces^ fifuundH m.iinttmanru . 



VTRGINTA 



Forniula for fnculty salafltv^ n.oy rfelntej to 13 
discipline cliUitLT.^ in add U Ion to the four 
Rtudcnt lt!veU uned In FY Vi, 



*(iuldqllnog were dovubp^d for cun^jideratlon but not integrated in the funding process. 



